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The destruction of the World Trade Center in the United States on September 11, 2001, had woken American elite politics that their national security was in danger, despite American political dominance throughout the world. The U.S.'s power has manifested throughout the world into economy, culture, science, technology, weaponry and intelligent supremacy.
As a superpower country has existed since the Cold War, America has a strong influence upon other countries as well as international relationship. Its intervention in Iraqi political alteration proved American's influence upon the rest of the world. John Ikenbery states that:
"No one disagrees that U.S. power is extraordinary. It is the character and logic of U.S. domination that is at issue in the debate over empire. The United States is not just a superpower pursuing its interest; it is a producer of world order." This doctrine continued to be promoted by George W. Bush (Bush junior) , especially after the WTC tragedy on September 11, 2001 . Under Bush's presidency, the U.S. firmly stated that the world has changed.
American policy was directed towards the war against terrorism and implementing unilateralist policy. In alliance with Britain and Australia, the U.S. established a coalition to promote war on terrorism including applying the economic embargo and sending military action against terrorism to terrorist's hideout countries.
This new means of war has been imposed intensively by American government. In his speech before the U.S. Congress on September 20, 2001, George W. Bush gave an ultimatum to the world that:
"Every nation in every region now has a decision to make: either you are with us or you are with the terrorist. From this day forward, any nation that continues to harbor or support terrorism will be regarded by the United States as a hostile regime." Concerning the concept of international politics, it is the relationship between one country and another or in another word international politics is international relationship in which states is the actor and addressing high politics issues. The U.S. presidency is one of the most powerful positions in the world. As mentioned in the U.S. Constitution, the president as a federal official is responsible for the U.S. relationship with other countries.
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Zbigniew Brzezinski views the U.S. as the global stability guard but at the same time its people institute a social construct which destroy national sovereignty.
Another viewpoint shows that the U.S. manipulates the world politics since it is the biggest arms merchant in the world. "Enemies in the past needed great armies and great industrial capabilities to endanger America. Now, shadowy networks of individuals can bring great chaos and suffering to our shores for less than it costs to purchase a single tank ...the events of September 11, 2001, taught us that weak states, like Afghanistan, can pose as great a danger to our national interests as strong states" 16 His statement confirmed that the U.S. strategy has changed its direction since the Cold War. Currently, the U.S. pays much attention to the danger from terrorist groups instead of the countries that involved in the Cold War. This strategy implied In the end, the U.S. chose another alternative for Saddam Hussein's trial, the judicial system which was more advance in the discussion, the Iraqi Special Tribunal (IST), which was often regarded as the domestic solution. Liaison Office (RCLO). Although the U.S. declared that they merely assisted the IST Statute, the RCLO three-monthly report before the U.S. Congress, showed that more than 50 RCLO's workers played important role in the IST, including set the court room, led the investigation, questioned the detainees, checked the confiscated documents and gathered the evidences, and trained the IST's staff.
For more that one year, the U.S. had supported the IST, very intense compare to support from other countries or the UN, in order to maintain the legitimacy of the IST and avert suspicion that the trial was dominated by the U.S. Unfortunately, it was difficult for the IST to obtain help from other countries because of several reasons; the death penalty imposed by the IST, the erratic security in Iraq, and the U.S.'s domination of the IST. 29 The fact that the IST depended on the U.S.' aid had reduced its liability. According to the New York Times, the RCLO provided the IST with attorneys and experts on international law from the coalition countries, especially
Britain and Australia, which were "the real power behind the tribunal". multilateralism. In one hand, the U.S. maintained its position as the leader of many multilateral international institutions. On the other hand, the U.S. demanded to safe guard its freedom to act unilaterally.
Thus, the U.S. yearned for control over the IST to prevent interventions from any organizations, even the UN, with the intention to keep the U.S. unilateral freedom. As a result, the trial in the IST was easily controlled by the U.S. since the Iraqi government after the fall of Saddam Hussein's regime was basically the puppet government.
Since the court imposed death penalty, Saddam Hussein might be sentenced to death and the puppet government controlled by the U.S. could be instituted. There would not be suspicion that the U.S. intervened in the judicial process since the trial was held in Iraq. Handing over the trial to the IST was the right decision.
Learning from the past experience, the judicial process in the ICC took a long time and the U.S. could not affect its trial. Thus, this kind of trial would put the U.S. In this case, the winner would be the national law although that country has already ratified the international law. He feared that the ICC would investigate the U.S.'s army for political reasons.
Furthermore, the U.S. refused to acknowledge an international judicial institution's authority over its own.
The main reason behind the U.S.'s opposition to the Rome Statute was the authority of the ICC to impose its jurisdictions over countries which ratified the ICC.
The U.S. urged the ICC to implement its jurisdiction as long as the country of the suspect's nationality had ratified the ICC jurisdiction.
Aside of the main reason above, the U.S. had several other grounds:
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First, when the idea of the establishment of the ICC was proposed, the U.S. In the institution of ad hoc tribunals (in this case was the IST), this demand was not conspicuous since it was the realization of the U.S.'s unilateral freedom. Once the IST given an institutionalized and permanent authority over Saddam Hussein's case, it would suppress the U.S.'s unilateral freedom.
Secondly, although the U.S. did not defend international criminals, its government would never let the U.S. citizens facing any international tribunals. An ad hoc and restricted territory tribunal could be controlled not to affect the U.S. citizens 30 Eddy Djunaedi (1998) while in a permanent and universal tribunal such as the ICC, such kind of control would be difficult to be forced.
The last, it might be possible that the Rome Statute would generate independent prosecutors with wide authority. Actually, the Rome Statute does not authorize the ICC public prosecutor to do an independent investigation into the national authority, but rather the prosecutor was licensed to ask state party's cooperation and aid in accordance with the Statute and laws of each state party. Obviously, this regulation would legitimize state party's deviation. The U.S. could possibly limit the access of the public prosecutor to its citizens.
In the U.S.'s opinion, the public prosecutor should ask permission from the UN's Security Council before open the investigation. Evidently, the U.S. would benefit from this proposition since the U.S. can veto the decision of the UN's Security Council. Therefore, the U.S. struggled against the formation of the ICC. showing a total disregard to the popular demand, the U.S. guaranteed its army and officials that they were immune from any edict. Furthermore, the U.S. government issued the Hague Invasion Act to free its citizens which were apprehended in The
Hague. This event proved that the U.S.'s military were the criminals of war and human rights' violators.
3. The U.S.'s domination: a Good World Governance hindrance The cases mentioned above clearly show that the U.S. prioritizes its unilateral stand point. Despite its claim as the democratic country in the world and its propaganda for democracy and human rights, the U.S. has defied the UN's existence, especially the ICC.
As explained above, there are, at least, 8 requirements to achieve good governance, or in this case good world governance; participation, consensus, accountability, transparency, responsiveness, effectiveness and efficiency, justice and inclusiveness, and law enforcement. In order to understand the concept of good world governance, we have to start from the existence of the UN as the manifestation of the world governance where countries all over the world delegate their representatives. In this international institution, every nation-state in the world entrust its hope for the establishment of good world governance although in fact the UN has not yet succeeded. There are several obstacles faced by the UN for the achievement of good world governance but the major problem is the difficulty to enforce the international law supremacy. The resolution of the Iraqi case done by the U.S., which is a state and not an international institution, evidently showed the inferiority of the UN to the U.S.
Justice and international law enforcement, as one unity of the requirements for good world governance was impossible to be accomplished if the world is under the U.S.'s hegemony.
Learning from Iraqi cases, especially Saddam Hussein's trial, it is clear that the UN was inferior to the U.S.'s power. Even though majority of the UN's members disagreed with the military raid upon Iraq, more specifically Saddam Hussein's judicial process in the Iraqi Special Tribunal, the UN could not do anything. The U.S.'s foreign policy after the WTC tragedy i.e. pre-emptive action and unilateral to the "suspected" terrorist countries, had led to another big problem, good world governance becomes difficult to be obtained. Finding the resolve to gain the same bargaining position with the U.S. is not merely the UN's problem but also that of every nation-state in the world. Once the same bargaining position is achieved, a just and tolerant society would be attained.
E. Conclusion
From the discussion above, two points can be generated; first, Saddam Hussein's judicial process which was viewed as violating international laws evidently showed that the U.S.'s unilateral actions by attacking other country, in this case was Iraq, for the sake of war on terrorism, and the U.S.' hegemony over the world is a big hindrance for the establishment of good world governance. The second, the process of creating a global society in which social justice is assured and confrontation is not considered as a conflict resolution would be acquired once the UN as the manifestation of countries in the world is independent and has the stronger bargaining position over the U.S.'s dominance.
